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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 
 This research focuses on readers’ metacognitive strategies when reading second 
language (L2) academic texts.  This research seeks to find out readers’ perceived 
use of metacognitive strategies when reading L2 academic texts and the actual 
metacognitive strategies used by the readers when reading L2 academic texts.  
Instruments for data collection were questionnaire, think-aloud protocol and 
interview.  The subjects for this study were first year students from Chemical 
Engineering Faculty.  Twenty eight students were chosen from one section of 
English for Academic Communication class as participants for this research.  They 
were given the adapted questionnaire on Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 
Strategies Inventory (MARSI) to determine readers’ perceived use of 
metacognitive strategies in reading.  Data from the think-aloud protocol were used 
to determine the actual metacognitive strategies used by readers when reading.  
Results showed that overall, most of the readers indicated their awareness of the 
strategies use when reading, with some strategies such as “stop and reread when 
confused”, “translate new information into own language” and “slow down when 
encounter important information”  showed to be  used more than others.  However, 
not all the strategies the readers perceived to be  using when reading a text were 
present in the actual reading process, for example, the strategy “draw pictures or 
diagrams to help understanding’ and “focus on overall meaning rather than 
specific”.  Futhermore, the readers’ perceived use of strategies did not mirror their 
actual use, for instance, all respondents reported using the strategy “focus on 
overall meaning rather than specific” but none used this strategy in actual reading. 
It can be concluded that readers were aware of their metacognitive strategies and 
did use some of the strategies they reported using.  
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ABSTRAK 
 
 
 
 
 Kajian ini memberi fokus kepada strategi metakognitif pembaca apabila membaca 
teks akademik dalam bahasa kedua (L2).  Kajian ini mengkaji tentang tanggapan 
penggunaan strategi metakognitif pembaca apabila membaca teks akademik dalam 
L2 dan strategi metakognitif yang sebenarnya digunakan oleh pembaca apabila 
membaca teks akademik L2.  Instrumen yang digunakan untuk mengumpul data 
ialah soalselidik, protokol bercakap sendiri dengan kuat (think-aloud) dan 
temuduga.  Subjek kajian ini adalah pelajar tahun pertama dari Fakulti 
Kejuruteraan Kimia.  Dua puluh lapan pelajar telah dipilih dari satu seksyen kelas 
Bahasa Inggeris untuk Komunikasi Akademik sebagai responden kajian ini.  
Mereka telah diberi soalselidik Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies 
(MARSI) yang telah diadaptasi untuk mengenal pasti tanggapan penggunaan 
strategi metakognitif oleh pembaca dalam pembacaan.  Data dari bercakap sendiri 
dengan kuat (think-aloud) telah digunakan untuk mengenal pasti strategi 
metakognitif yang sebenarnya digunakan oleh pembaca apabila membaca.  Hasil 
kajian menunjukkan bahawa kebanyakan pembaca menunjukkan kesedaran 
mereka tentang strategi yang mereka gunakan semasa membaca. Terdapat 
beberapa strategi seperti stop and reread when confused, translate new 
information into own language dan slow down when encounter important 
information menunjukkan penggunaan yang banyak berbanding strategi yang lain.  
Walau bagaimanapun, tidak semua strategi yang pembaca anggap mereka gunakan 
semasa membaca satu teks telah digunakan semasa proses pembacaan yang 
sebenar, contohnya, strategi draw pictures or diagrams to help understanding dan 
focus on overall meaning rather than specific tidak digunakan oleh pembaca.  
Tambahan lagi, strategi yang pembaca anggap mereka guna semasa membaca 
tidak mencerminkan strategi sebenar yang digunakan, contohnya, semua 
responden menyatakan mereka menggunakan strategi focus on overall meaning 
rather than specific tetapi tiada pembaca yang menggunakannya semasa 
pembacaan sebenar.  Kesimpulan yang dapat dibuat ialah pembaca menyedari 
tentang strategi metakognitif mereka  dan mereka ada menggunakan sesetengah 
strategi yang mereka anggap digunakan semasa membaca. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
 
 In one language classroom, the instructor asked the students to do a reading 
comprehension exercise in the textbook and before the class ended, the instructor 
discussed the answers with the students.  In another language classroom, the 
instructor gave the class a reading comprehension test and when the test ended, the 
instructor collected the exam test papers.  These two scenarios are common scenarios 
that take place in many language classrooms where in the cases above, the two 
instructors are actually measuring the students’ reading comprehension skills and 
performance. The reading comprehension performances are measured in terms of a 
product and less attention is given to the process of comprehending the text. 
 
 
 In reality, it is actually quite impossible for us to see the processes of 
comprehending a text because these processes are mental processes. Though students 
comprehension of a text can only be inferred based on the scores obtained from a 
reading test, the test scores do not really show us how readers actually process a 
reading text for comprehension.  This has aroused the interest to investigate how a 
reader processes a text for comprehension.  During reading process readers 
frequently form hypothesis, make and confirm prediction and use their knowledge of 
vocabulary and the language to construct meaning (Zhang, 2001; Carrell, 1989).  
Moreover, readers’ background knowledge and the use of appropriate strategies such 
as previewing text, using contextual cues or making inferences have been said to 
improve reading comprehension (Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001).  These strategies show 
how readers interact with written text to make reading more effective and improve 
comprehension (Singhal, 2001).  
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 Readers’ awareness, monitoring and the use of strategies while reading are 
called metacognitive awareness (Anderson, 2001).  Hence, the term metacognition is 
used to refer to readers’ awareness of their thought processes when reading.  The 
idea involved in metacognition is that readers must be aware of how they are 
processing the information and actively using strategies to comprehend a text.  The 
readers’ awareness and strategies used by readers to process a text will be discussed 
in detail in this study. 
 
 
 
 
 
1.2 Background of the Study 
 
 
 Reading involves many processes and uses many complex skills.  Ruddell 
and Unrau (1994) state that reading is a meaning-construction process.  When a 
person reads, he constructs his own meaning of the text.  The reader will construct 
his own mental version of what he reads.  If he reads a complex text or an unfamiliar 
text, he might relate it to his existing knowledge in order to understand the text.  If he 
encounters difficult words, he might interpret them from the context they appear and 
might silently agree or disagree with the text (Cziko et al., 2000).  Ultimately, 
understanding or comprehending what one reads is the essence in the reading 
process. 
 
 
 Among learners, comprehending what is read is vital in order to succeed.  
However, according to Pressley and Afflerbach (1995), successful comprehension 
does not happen automatically because “the readers must internally and purposefully 
work to create meaning from what they read” (Dakin, 2013 p.10). College or 
university students, especially, are observed to have already acquired the ability to 
read complex academic reading texts to help them in their study.  However, this 
might not happen as expected because not all of them are able to understand or 
comprehend what is read.  The situation is even more complicated if the readers have 
to read and comprehend the second language (L2) texts.  As Carrell (1988) puts it “ 
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…without solid reading proficiency, second language readers cannot perform at 
levels they must in order to succeed, and they cannot compete with their native 
English speaking counterparts” (p.1). 
 
 
 In Universiti Teknologi Malaysia (UTM), there are seven engineering based 
faculties and six social science and humanity based faculties.  This means that its 
students consist of engineering and non-engineering students.  Most of the programs 
offered are taught in L2 which is English.  For Faculty of Chemical Engineering, one 
of the core subjects which is taught in English is Introduction to Engineering. As 
such, the students are required to use English when doing their assignments and 
projects. The students also have to use reference materials in English to do their 
assignments or to prepare for examination because reference materials in L1 are 
limited.   
 
 
 English is used as the medium of instruction to fulfill UTM’s aspiration to be 
a world class university and to cater for the international students who enroll in the 
university at the undergraduate and postgraduate levels.  Courses that are taught in 
the Malay Language (L1) also use academic materials written in English extensively.  
For this reason, reading and comprehending English written texts are paramount.  
Hence, to cater for the UTM students’ needs, they have to attend English courses.    
Unfortunately, the students only have four hours of English classes per week.   
 
 
 With the limited number of hours of teaching and learning, together with the 
need to complete the syllabus and the assessments required by each individual 
English course, there is no room to teach students reading and to use appropriate 
reading strategies to comprehend text.  It is also quite impossible to embed 
metacognitive training during class hours when the lecturer has lots of input to give 
students to prepare them for the assessments and also final exam.  It is said that 
metacognitive strategies help students read better and understand better.  Research 
shows that students who use metacognitive strategies when reading will become 
better readers and comprehend what they read better (Dewitz & Dewitz, 2008; Eilers 
& Pinckley, 2006; Cross & Paris, 1988).  Similarly, if students in UTM use 
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metacognitive strategies when reading, they would be able to read and understand 
their discipline specific academic texts better. 
 
 
 Research by Thiede et al., (2003) and Abromitis (1994) have revealed the 
important role of metacognitive awareness on reading comprehension such as 
monitoring one’s reading and understanding. When readers monitor their reading, 
they will be aware when they have difficulty understanding the text. They will use 
strategies to help them understand the text.   Due to research evidence which show 
the importance of metacognitive awareness of strategies, it will be interesting to find 
out if the engineering students in UTM are aware of their metacognitive strategies 
and if they use these strategies when reading.  Hence, this has led the researcher to 
embark on this research which aims to investigate readers’ metacognitive awareness 
of reading strategies and the strategies used when reading L2 academic texts. 
 
 
 
 
 
1.3 Statement of the Problem 
 
 
 At undergraduate level, although it is assumed that all students would have 
acquired the decoding and word recognition skills which enable them to read, some 
readers still have problems decoding words written in L2 (Martino & Hoffman, 
2002; Dietrich, 1994).  This inability often leads to problems in constructing 
meaning.  While native speakers of English have less or no problem with grammar 
and vocabulary in reading, L2 readers have to struggle with their limited knowledge 
of grammar and vocabulary of the target language besides struggling to understand 
the content. This situation often occurs with university students who have to read L2 
academic texts in their content area subjects like engineering.  Most often, these 
students fail to master the knowledge in their content area discipline which 
subsequently lead to poor academic performance.  
 
 
 In  UTM,  problems  often  occur  when the students are weak in English.   
They usually have difficulty to process the information in the text and lack the 
information to complete  tasks  assigned by their course  instructor  or to  answer  
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examination  questions.  Some of them are still unable to decode words written in L2 
academic texts. They also have problems understanding unfamiliar terms or new 
words and deriving meaning from text. This inability has a powerful impact on the 
processing of L2 reading (Davis & Bistodeau, 1993).  Consequently, all these 
problems affect the students’ academic performance. 
 
 Much research on metacognition in L2 reading strategies suggested that 
readers’ metacognitive awareness are related positively to their success in L2 reading 
comprehension (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Brown, 1992; Carrell, 1989; 
Olshavsky, 1976-1977).  Students who have problems comprehending text could be 
because they lack awareness of the metacognitive strategies and even if they do have 
metacognitive awareness of the strategies, many have not fully utilized the strategies 
to help them read better.  They might not be aware of how to employ reading 
strategies in planning, regulating and evaluating their own reading processes.  Due to 
this, it is vital to make the students aware of the importance of metacognitive 
strategies when reading a text. 
 
 Although there were quite a number of research on metacognitive strategies 
and reading comprehension, research on the use of metacognitive strategies when 
processing engineering texts are few.  Researchers on metacognitive pointed out that 
the promotion of metacognitive awareness and strategies can enhance learning 
(Taylor, 1999) and that metacognition contributes to L2 reading comprehension 
(Pintrich, 1999). Hence, this research was proposed to investigate engineering 
students’ metacognitive awareness of reading strategies.  Furthermore, this research 
also aims to investigate the actual strategies used by the students and to find out if 
the actual strategies use mirror the students’ perceived use of metacognitive 
strategies. 
 
 
 
 
1.4 Purpose of the Research 
 
 
 The purpose of this research is to investigate the use of metacognitive 
strategies among engineering students when reading L2 academic texts. Specifically  
 
6 
 
the research will focus on readers’ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of 
reading strategies when reading L2 academic texts and the actual metacognitive 
strategies readers use when reading L2 academic texts.  Last but not least, the 
purpose of this research is to determine the extent readers’ actual use of 
metacognitive strategies mirror the perceived use when reading L2 academic texts. 
 
 
 
 
1.5 Research Objective 
 
 
The objectives of the research are: 
 
1. To investigate readers’ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of reading 
strategies when reading L2 academic texts. 
 
2. To identify the actual metacognitive strategies readers use when reading L2 
academic texts. 
 
3. To determine the extent readers’ actual metacognitive strategies use mirror 
the perceived metacognitive strategies use when reading L2 academic texts. 
 
 
 
1.6 Research Questions 
 
 
This research attempts to seek answers to these questions: 
 
1. What are readers’ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of reading 
strategies when reading L2 academic texts? 
 
2. What are the actual metacognitive strategies used by readers when reading 
L2 academic texts? 
 
3.  To what extent do the actual metacognitive strategies use mirror the 
perceived metacognitive strategies use when reading L2 academic texts? 
7 
 
1.7 Significance of the Research 
 
 
  This research is significant because the data will reveal some important 
insights into readers’ awareness of the metacognitive strategies they use to process 
texts for comprehension.  Since several studies have indicated that metacognitive 
awareness is important for readers, this awareness should be encouraged not only 
among ESL readers but also readers of content area subjects.  Research by Mokhtari 
& Sheorey (2001), Pressley & Afflerbach (1995) and a few others have proven the 
importance of metacognitive awareness of reading strategies in comprehension of 
texts.   For this reason, the findings of this research will inform the course instructors 
on their students’ metacognitive awareness of strategies when reading texts so that 
they can help the students with comprehension process. 
 
 
 The findings from this research will help course instructors regardless of 
subject area or field of study to pay more attention to encourage metacognitive 
awareness when their students need to read academic texts.  Findings from think-
aloud protocol would give invaluable insights to course content instructors on how 
readers actually process their text for comprehension i.e. readers’ metacognitive 
awareness and the strategies they used to comprehend texts.  This information is 
useful to course instructors because they might be able to identify the strategies used 
by skilled readers that enhance the students’ comprehension and encourage the 
struggling readers to adopt the strategies in their reading. 
 
 Reading in English language is not restricted to only language classes as 
students in UTM have to read their content subject reference texts in English.  This is 
because reference materials in the Malay language are limited.   Hence, the findings 
from the analyses of the think-aloud protocols could help course instructors to 
determine whether metacognitive strategy training course is necessary for their 
students to help them with their reading of academic texts.   
  
 Last but not least, it is hoped that the results from this research will be of 
value to the course instructors not only in engineering but also non-engineering field 
as they will be more informed on how text comprehension arises based on readers’  
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reading experiences, especially by good readers, so that struggling readers may be 
assisted to produce high level reading and thinking processes using similar strategies. 
 
 
 
 
1.8 Scope of the Research 
 
 
 
 The respondents of this research were the first year UTM students of Faculty 
of Chemical Engineering.  The research focused mainly on the students’ 
metacognitive awareness and perceived use of reading strategies and the actual use 
of the strategies to comprehend text.   The researcher’s main interest was to 
investigate readers’ awareness of the strategies they perceived as using when reading 
L2 academic texts and the actual strategies used when reading L2 academic texts. 
The adapted Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategy Inventory (MARSI) was 
given to the respondents to find out readers’ awareness and perceived use of 
strategies when reading L2 academic texts.  Think aloud protocol and interview were 
used to obtain data on the actual strategies used when the students were reading L2 
academic texts as well as to compare the perceived use and the actual use of the 
strategies when reading. 
 
 
 Data from the questionnaire were analyzed using percentages and frequency 
count.  Data from the think aloud and interview were transcribed and analyzed 
according to the coding scheme that have been established based on the strategies 
listed in the MARSI.  The questionnaire was distributed to the respondents prior to 
the think aloud and interview session.  The think aloud session was held a few days 
later and the interview was conducted immediately after the think aloud session. 
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1.9 Theoretical Framework 
 
 
 The analysis of readers’ use of metacognitive strategies and comprehension 
process are based on theories such as metacognition, constructivism theory and 
schema theory.   Flavell (1979) first introduced the term metacognition in the 1970s 
and since has become an important concept especially in educational psychology and 
cognitive development and in 1979 he proposed a model of metacognitive 
monitoring that consists of metacognitive knowledge, experience, goals and tasks, 
and strategies.  Metacognition has been simply defined as “thinking about thinking” 
or one’s awareness of his or her cognitive activity. Metacognition monitors one’s 
ability to reflect on one’s own cognitive processes.   It will tell the reader what he 
knows and does not know or when he has problems with comprehension.   This is 
known as metacognitive knowledge. 
 
 
Flavell stressed that metacognitive knowledge might be consciously or 
unconsciously activated by the individual while metacognitive experience refers to 
the internal responses of an individual to his metacognitive knowledge.  This 
experience will provide internal feedback to the learner on the current progress, 
degree of comprehension and future expectations and completion of tasks.  Difficult 
task will provoke more metacognitive experience than the less difficult task.  Readers 
might use this experience to solve problems related to the task at hand or they might 
abandon the task altogether.  To achieve the desired goals and tasks, learners will 
depend heavily on metacognitive knowledge and experience. They will determine 
whether they have enough or lack of information, whether the task is familiar or 
unfamiliar, or the task is well or poorly organized to achieve the desired goals. 
Finally, the last category mentioned in Flavell’s model is the strategies which refers 
to cognitive and other behaviors taken by a learner to achieve his goals and tasks.  
Here the readers will match the strategies and goals based on the available 
information and knowledge that he has.  Flavell believed that a reader with good 
metacognitive skills and awareness will be able to monitor his learning process, 
cognitive activities and comprehension.  All these processes taken by the readers 
indicate that reading is an active process and readers play an active role to ensure the 
success of their learning process. 
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 According to Constructivism Theory (Bruner, 1960) learning is an active 
process meaning that knowledge is actively constructed.  The emphasis of 
constructivism is on the process, collaborated learning, and understanding. It 
concerns with how we make sense of our world (Brooks, 1999). In the context of 
reading, when a reader reads a text, he will construct his own understanding of the 
text using his experience of things and events or schemata and will reflect on these 
experiences.  In constructing the meaning, the reader will process the information 
using his metacognitive strategies.  Some of the metacognitive strategies involve, for 
example, asking question, previewing and predicting. When the reader comes across 
new information, he will process it and try to understand it by checking his schemata 
to see if this new information similar to what he already knows.   
 
 
  Readers not only use strategies to comprehend text but also bring their 
experience and knowledge or schemata to help them.  Schema theory is based on the 
belief that comprehension involves one's knowledge of the world (Stott, 2001).   
However, having schemata alone does not entail comprehension because the reader 
needs to activate his schemata.  If the schemata are not activated then comprehension 
will be disrupted. Figure 1.1 describes how a reader processes the text for 
comprehension where he makes use of the metacognitive strategies as well as his 
schemata to comprehend text. 
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                                   Figure 1.1:  Readers’ Text Processing for Comprehension 
 
 According to Figure 1.1 metacognition consists of knowledge of cognition 
and regulation of cognition.  Knowledge of cognition refers to the reader’s awareness 
of the strategies while regulation of cognition refers to the execution of the strategies.  
When a reader reads an academic text, he is aware of a list of strategies he can use to 
comprehend the text and use the strategies that he thinks will help him comprehend 
the text.  At the same time he also activates his schemata which consists of his 
experience and prior knowledge.  Based on constructivism theory, a reader will use 
these elements i.e. the metacognitive awareness and strategies as well as his 
schemata simultaneously to process the text which results in comprehension. 
 
 A reader who monitors his comprehension is said to have metacognitive 
knowledge or awareness.  A skilled reader usually knows when he understands what 
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he is reading and knows when what he is reading does not make sense.  There are 
three variables that will determine the success or failure of the meaning making 
process.  They are the readers themselves, the text and the strategies they use.  When 
reading the reader will use his schemata or background knowledge, his experience 
and also his beliefs in processing the text.  It will help if the text is familiar to the 
reader or the information and clues are abundant because the reader will make use of 
these information and clues to help him comprehend the text.  However in trying to 
understand the meaning of the text, the reader needs to use appropriate strategies 
especially when they encounter problems along the process. 
  
 
 If the reader succeeds in his meaning making process he will continue his 
reading and if he encounters problems in comprehending he will use remedial 
strategies or fix up strategies (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990) to remedy the problems.  
There are cases when skilled readers will not resort to remedial strategies but 
continue reading and look for other clues to help them solve the problem.  This 
monitoring will work continuously and the same pattern will be repeated as 
described by Figure 1.1.   
 
 
 
 
 
1.10 Definition of Terms 
  
 
 The following terms appear regularly throughout this thesis and they are 
defined as how they are used in the context of this research. 
 
a) Metacognitive Awareness 
 
 
 Metacognition refers to one’s knowledge of one’s own cognition 
processes and regulation of cognition. Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) referred to 
metacognition as awareness and monitoring processes.   Carrell (1989) has used the 
term metacognitive awareness to describe the monitoring process of her subjects.  
Flavell (1979) has used the term metacognition to describe about the awareness of 
one’s reading process.      For this research, the term metacognitive awareness 
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means readers’ awareness of the metacognitive reading strategies and aware of the 
strategies they perceived as using when reading L2 academic texts. 
 
b) Metacognitive Strategies 
  
 
 Metacognitive strategies refers to “the strategies that are used by learners as a 
mean to manage, monitor and evaluate their learning activities” (Lv & Chen, 2010 
p.136).  In this research the term metacognitive strategies refers to the strategies 
students use when reading L2 academic texts. 
  
c) L2 academic texts 
  
 
 L2 academic texts refer to the text/s used by the readers in their content area 
course.  Dickinson (2004) described academic texts as having certain features that 
differentiate them from non-academic texts.  Some of the features include 
argumentative in nature which means there is a ‘process of reasoning’ and ‘answers 
specific question’ in the writer’s own words, and conform to certain linguistic 
constraint.  For this research, L2 academic texts refers to texts used by readers in 
their discipline. 
 
d) Think-aloud Protocol 
  
 
 Think-aloud protocol refers to the readers’ act of reporting their thoughts 
during the reading process (Katalin, 2000). For this research think-aloud protocol 
refers to the readers’ oral response while they are reading the text ‘Carbon 
Footprint’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
146 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
 
Abromitis, B. (1994). The Role of Metacognition in Reading Comprehension: 
 Implications for Instruction. Literacy Research Report No.19, Northern 
 Illinois University, Curriculum and Instruction Reading Clinic. 
Abdul Rahim Hamdan. and Abdul Ghaffar, Mohamed Najib and Sihes, Ahmad 
 Johari.  (2010). The Cognitive and Metacognition Reading Strategies of 
 Foundation  Course Students in Teacher Education Institute in Malaysia. 
 European Journal  of  Social  Sciences, 13 (1). 133 -144.  
Afflerbach, P. (1990). The Influence of Prior Knowledge and Text Genre on Readers' 
 Prediction Strategies. Journal of Literacy Research, 22(2), 131-148. 
Afflerbach, P and Johnston P. (1984).On the Use of Verbal Reports in Reading 
 Research. Journal of Reading Behavior, 16(4), 307-322. 
Ahmadi, M. R., Ismail, H. N., and Abdullah, M. K. K. (2013). The Importance of 
 Metacognitive Reading Strategy Awareness in Reading 
 Comprehension. English  Language Teaching. 6(10), p235. 
Al-Dawaideh, A.M. and Al-Saadi, I.A. (2013). Assessing Metacognitive Awareness 
 Reading Strategy Use for Students from the Faculty of Education at the 
 University of King Abdulaziz.  Mevlana International Journal of Education 
 (MIJE), Vol. 3(4), pp. 223-235, http://dx.doi.org/10.13054/mije.13.71.3.4 
Alderson, J. C. (2000). Assessing Reading. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
 Press. 
Alhaqbani, A. and Riazi, M., (2012). Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategy 
 Use in Arabic as a Second Language. Reading in a Foreign Language. 24(2), 
 231–255. 
Alsheikh, N. (2011). Three Readers, Three Languages, Three Texts: The Strategic 
 Reading of Multilingual and Multiliterate Readers. The Reading Matrix. 11 
 (1),  34,53. 
Alsheikh, N. O., and Mokhtar, K. (2011). An Examination of the Metacognitive 
 Reading Strategies Used by Native Speakers of Arabic when Reading in 
 English and Arabic. English Language Teaching. 4(2), p151. 
Alvarez, M. C., and Risko, V. J. (1989). Schema Activation, Construction, and 
 Application. ERIC Digest. 
147 
 
Anderson, N. J. (2008). Metacognition and Good Language Learners. In C. Griffith 
 (Ed.),  Lessons from Good Language Learners, pp. 99-109. Cambridge: 
 Cambridge University Press. 
Anderson, N. (2001). The Role of Metacognition in Second Language Teaching and 
 Learning (On-Line). Available at: eric@cal.org.  
Armbruster, B. B. (1988). Why Some Shildren Have Trouble Reading Content Area  
 Textbooks. Center for the Study of Reading Technical Report, no. 432. 
Aziz, N. A., Rahim, S. A., Harun, E. H. B., Adzmi, N. A., Ahmat, H., Bidin, S., and 
 Shaharudin, M. R. (2011). The Reading Strategies Awareness among English 
 as a Second Language (ESL) Learners in Malaysia’s University. Theory and 
 Practice in Language Studies.1(7), 778-784. 
Baker, L. (1979). Comprehension Monitoring: Identifying and Coping with Text 
 Confusions. Journal of Literacy Research, 11(4), 365-374. 
Baker, L. (1979). Do I Understand or Do I Not Understand: That is the Question. 
 Reading Education Report No.10, University of Illinois:Center for the Study 
 of Reading. 
Baker, L. (1985). Differences in the Standards Used by College Students to Evaluate 
 their Comprehension of Expository Prose. Reading Research Quarterly, 20  
 (3). 
Baker, L. (1989). Metacognition, Comprehension Monitoring, and the Adult Reader. 
 Educational Psychology Review, 1(1). 
Baker, L. and Anderson, R.I. (1982). Effects of Inconsistent Information on Text 
 Processing: Evidence for Comprehension Monitoring. Reading Research 
 Quarterly, 17(2): 281-294. 
Baker, L. and Brown, A.L. (1980). Metacognitive Skills and reading. Technical 
 Report  No.188. Urbana, Illinois, University of Illinois, Center for the Study 
 of Reading. 
Baker, L., Zeliger-Kandasamy, A., and DeWyngaert, L. U. (2014). Neuroimaging 
 Evidence of Comprehension Monitoring. Psihologijske teme, 23(1), 167-187. 
Barnett, M. A. (1988). Reading through context: How real and perceived strategies 
 use affects L2 comprehension. Modern Language Journal, 72, 150-162. 
Beers, K. (2003). When Kids Can't Read: What Teacher's Can Do. Portsmouth, NH: 
 Heinemann. 
Ben-Ari, M. (1998). Constructivism in Computer Science Education. Acm sigcse 
 bulletin, 30 (1), 257-261. 
148 
 
Bereiter, C. and Bird, M. (1985). "Use of Thinking Aloud in Identification and 
 Teaching of Rading Comprehension Strategies." Cognition and Instruction, 
 2(3). 
Block, E. (1986). The comprehension strategies of second language readers. TESOL 
 Quarterly, 20, 163-494. 
Block, E. L. (1992). "See How They Read: Comprehension Monitoring of L1 and L2 
 Readers." TESOL Quarterly, 26(2). 
Bos, C. S. and Filip, D. (1984). "Comprehension Monitoring in Learning Disabled 
 and Average Students." Journal of Learning Disabilities, 17(4). 
Bradshaw, B. K. (2001). Do Students Effectively Monitor their 
 Comprehension?.Reading Horizons. 41(3), 2. 
Bremer, C. D., Kachgal, M., and Schoeller, K. (2003). Research to Practice. 
 Brief.Self, 2(1).Retrieved on November, 2015 from  
 www.ncset.org/publications/.../NCSETResearchBrief_1.2.pdf 
Brooks, M., and Grennan Brooks, J. (1999) The Constructivist Classroom:The 
 Courage To Be Constructivist. Journal of Educational Leadership. 57(3),1-10  
Brown, A.L. and Baker, L (1984). Metacognitive skills and reading. In P.D. Pearson, 
 R. Barr, M.L. Kamil, and P. Mosenthal (Eds.), Handbook of reading 
 research (pp.  353-394). White Plains, NY: Longman. 
Brown, A. L. and DeLoache, J.S. (1977). Skills, Plans, and Self-Regulation. Technical  
 Report  No.48. Urbana, Illinois University. Center for the Study of Reading. 
Bruner, J. S. (1960). The Process of Education. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
 University Press. 
Burnard, P., Gill, P., Stewart, K., Treasure, E.,and Chadwick, B. (2008). Analysing 
 and Presenting Qualitative Data. British Dental Journal. 204(8), 429-432. 
Byrnes, J.P. (2008). Cognitive Development and Learning in Instructional  Contexts. 
 (3rd ed.) Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
Calis, E., and Dikilitas, K. (2012). The Use of Translation in EFL Classes as L2 
 learning Practice. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 5079-5084. 
Carrell, P. L. (1989). Metacognitive Awareness and Second Language Reading. The 
 Modern Language Journal, 74(2). 
Carrell, P. L. (1998). Can Reading Strategies be Successfully Taught? Australian 
 Review of Applied Linguistics, 21(1), 1-2. 
Carrell, P.L. (1988). Interactive Text Processing: Implications for ESL/Second 
 Language Reading Classrooms. In Carrell, P.L., Devine, J. and Eskey, D.E. 
 (Eds.) Interactive Approaches to Second Language Reading.Cambridge:CUP. 
149 
 
Carrell, P. (1988). Interactive Text Processing: Implications for ESL/Second 
 Language Reading 
Casanave, C. P. (1988). Comprehension Monitoring in ESL Reading: A Neglected 
 Essential. TESOL Quarterly, 22(2). 
Çetinavcı, B. M.(2014). Contextual Factors in Guessing Word Meaning from  Context in 
 a Foreign Language .Procedia-Social and BehavioralSciences.116, 2670-2674. 
Chang, A.(2010). The Effect of a Timed Reading Activity on EFL Learners: Speed, 
 Comprehension,and Perceptions.Reading in a Foreign Language,22(2),284 303. 
Chang, A. C., and Millett, S. (2013). Improving Reading Rates and Comprehension 
 through Timed Repeated Reading. Reading in a Foreign Language. 25(2), 2. 
Charters, E. (2003). The Use of Think-aloud Methods in Qualitative Research: An 
 Introduction to Think-aloud Methods. Brock Education, 12(2): 68-82. 
Clarke, M. A. (1980). The Short Circuit Hypothesis of ESL Reading - or When 
 Language Competence Interferes with Reading Performance. The Modern 
 Language Journal, 64(2). 
Cubukcu,F. (2008). Enhancing Vocabulary Development and Reading 
 Comprehension through Metacognitive Strategies. Issues in Educational 
 Research, 18(1). 
Cummins, J. (1980). The Cross-Lingual Dimensions of Language Proficiency: 
 Implications for Bilingual Education and the Optimal Age Issue. TESOL 
 Quarterly, 14(2). 
Cunningham, C. (2000). Translation in the Classroom. A useful tool for Second 
 Language Acquisition. Retrieved on September, 2015 from 
 http://www.birmingham.ac.uk/Documents/collegeartslaw/cels/essays/secondl
 angu age/cindyc2.pdf 
Cuperman, R. C. (2014). Anticipation and Prediction: Something Has Happened 
 inside the Reader. Library Media Connection, Mar/Apr 2014, 32(5), p50.  
Cziko, C., Greenleaf, C., Hurwitz, L. and Schoenbach, R. (2000). What Is Reading? 
 An Excerpt from Reading for Understanding. The Quarterly, 22(3). 
Cross, D. R., and Paris, S. G. (1988). Developmental and Instructional Analyses of 
 Children’s Metacognition and Reading Comprehension. Journal of  
 Educational Psychology. 80, 131–142.  
Dhaif, H. (1990). Reading aloud for Comprehension: A Neglected Teaching Aid. 
 Reading in a Foreign Language, 7(1), 457-464. 
Dakin, C. (2013). The Effects of Comprehension Through Close Reading.  Education 
 Masters. Paper 237 
150 
 
Davey, B., and McBride, S. (1986). Generating Self-Questions after Reading: A 
 Comprehension Assist for Elementary Students. The Journal of Educational 
 Research, 80(1), 43–46.  
Davis, J. N., and Bistodeau, L. (1993). How Do L1 and L2 Reading Differ? Evidence 
 from Think aloud Protocols. The Modern Language Journal, 77(4), 459-471. 
Dawson, T. L. (1998). Metacognition and Learning in Adulthood. Developmental 
 Testing Service, LLC UC Berkeley. 
Deegan, D. H. (1995). Exploring Individual Differences among Novices Reading in a 
 Specific Domain: the Case of Law. Reading Research Quarterly.154-170. 
Dietrich, J.A. (1994). The Effects of Auditory Perception Training on the Reading 
 Ability of Adult Poor Readers. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
 American Educational Research Association. April, New Orleans, LA. (ERIC 
 Document Reproduction Service No. 367 964). 
Douville, P., Pugalee, D. K., Wallace, J., and Lock, C. R. (2002). Investigating the 
 Effectiveness of Mental Imagery Strategies in a Constructivist Approach to 
 Mathematics Instruction. A paper published in the proceedings of The 
 Humanistic Renaissance in Mathematics Education International 
 Conference. Palermo, Italy. 
Dunlosky, J., and Metcalfe, J (2009). Metacognition. Sage Publications, Thousand 
 Oaks, Los Angeles, California. 
Dycus, D. (1997). Guessing Word Meaning from Context: Should We Encourage 
 It. Literacy Across Cultures. 1(2). 
Eilers, H.L and Pinkley C, (2006). Metacognitive Strategies Help Students to 
 Comprehend all Text. Reading Improvement, 43 (1), 13–29. 
Engin, A. O., and Seven, M. A. (2005). The Effects of Background Knowledge, 
 Interest and Topic Familiarity on Reading. Online Submission. 
Ericsson, K. A. (2002). Towards a Procedure for Eliciting Verbal Expression of Non-
 verbal Experience without Reactivity: Interpreting the Verbal Overshadowing 
 Effect within the Theoretical Framework for Protocol Analysis. Applied 
 Cognitive Psychology. 16: 981–987. 
Ericsson, K. A. and Simon, H. A. (1993)  Protocol Analysis:  Verbal Reports as 
 Data  , Cambridge,  MA. MIT Press. 
Eskey, D.E. (1988). Holding in the Bottom: An Interactive Approach to the 
 Language Problems of Second Language Readers. In P. Carrell, J. Devine, 
 and D. Eskey (Eds.) Interactive Approaches to Second Language Reading 
 (pp. 93-100). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP. 
151 
 
Faizah M.N (2001). Reading Strategies Utilized by Readers in the Mechanical 
 Engineering Discipline when Reading in the Hypertext Environment. Doctor 
 Philosophy,  Universiti Teknologi Malaysia, Skudai. 
Fan, M. Y. (2003), Frequency of Use, Perceived Usefulness, and Actual Usefulness 
 of Second Language Vocabulary Strategies: A Study of Hong Kong Learners. 
 The Modern Language Journal, 87, 222–241. doi: 10.1111/1540-4781.00187 
Fauziah, H. (2003). Metacognitive Strategy Awareness and Reading Comprehension. 
 7th MELTA Biennial International Conference. 
Fisher,D.,Flood, J.,Lapp, D.,and Frey,N.(2004).Interactive Read‐Alouds:Is  There a 
 Common Set of Implementation Practices?The Reading Teacher. 58(1),8-17. 
Fisk, C., and Hurst, B. (2003). Paraphrasing for Comprehension. The Reading 
 Teacher,57(2), 182–185.  
Flavell, J. H. (1979). Metacognition and Cognitive Monitoring; A New Area of 
 Cognitive-Developmental Inquiry. American Psychologist, 34(10). 
Fox, E. (2009). The Role of Reader Characteristics in Processing and Learning from 
 Informational Text. Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 197–261. 
Fox, E., and Riconscente, M. (2008). Metacognition and Self-regulation in James, 
 Piaget, and Vygotsky. Educational Psychology Review. 20(4), 373-389. 
Fraser, C. A. (2007). Reading Rate in L1 Mandarin Chinese and L2 English across 
 Five Reading Tasks. The Modern Language Journal, 91: 372–394. 
  doi: 10.1111/j.1540-4781.2007.00587 
Gascoigne, C. (2005). Toward an Understanding of the Relationship between L2 
 Reading Comprehension and Grammatical Competence.The ReadingMatrix,5(2). 
Gass, S. M. and Mackey, A. (2000). Stimulated Recall Methodology in Second 
 Language Research. New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
Gear, A. (2006). Reading Power. Markham, Ontario: Pembroke Publishers. 
Gibson, B. (1997). Taking the Test: Using Verbal Report Data in Looking at the 
 Processing of Cloze Tasks. Applied Linguistics. 8, 54-62.  
Gilakjani, A. P., and Ahmadi, S. M. (2011). The relationship between L2 Reading 
 Comprehension and Schema Theory: A Matter of Text 
 Familiarity. International Journal of Information and Education 
 Technology, 1(2), 142-149. 
Gill, P., Stewart, K., Treasure, E., and Chadwick, B. (2008). Methods of Data 
 Collection in Qualitative Research: Interviews and Focus Groups. British 
 Dental  Journal. 204(6), 291-295. 
152 
 
Glewwe P (2005).  An Overview of Questionnaire Design for Household Surveys in 
 Developing Countries, Chapter III, in Household Sample Surveys in 
 Developing and Transition Countries. United Nations, NY. Retrieved on 
 September,2012http://unstats.un.org/unsd/hhsurveys/pdf/Household_surveys.pdf 
Gold, J., Gibson, A., 2001. Reading aloud to build comprehension.  Retrieved on 
 October, 2015 from http://www.readingrockets.org/article/343. 
Goodman, K. S. (1994). Reading, Writing, and Written Texts: A Transactional 
 Sociopsycholinguistic Model. Theoretical Models and Processes of Reading. 
 In Ruddell, R.B., Ruddell, M.R. and Singer, H.(Ed.) Newark, International 
 Reading Association. 
Gourgey, A.F. (1998). Metacognition in Basic Skills Instruction. Instructional 
 Science, 26, 81-96. 
Guo, Y., & Roehrig, A. D. (2011). Roles of General versus Second Language (L2) 
 Knowledge in L2 Reading Comprehension. Reading in a Foreign Language, 
 23(1), 42-64. 
Hagaman, J. L., and Reid, R. (2008). The Effects of the Paraphrasing Strategy on the 
 Reading Comprehension of Middle School Students at Risk for Failure in 
 Reading. Remedial and Special Education, 29(4), 222-234. 
Holbrook, H. T. (1986). Metacomprehension. Journal of Reading 29 (6). 
Hollingworth, R.W and McLoughlin, C.(2005). Developing the Metacognitive and 
Problem-Solving Skills of Science Students in Higher Education. Teaching in 
the Sciences. Retrieved from citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/ download? 
doi=10.1.1.379.4560. 
Hong-Nam, K., and Leavell, A. G. (2011). Reading Strategy Instruction, 
Metacognitive Awareness, and Self-perception of Striving College 
Developmental Readers. Journal of College Literacy and Learning. 37, 3-17. 
Hong-Nam, K. and Leavell, A. (2006). Language Learning Strategy Use of ESL 
 Students in an Intensive English Learning Context. System, 34, 399-415. 
Hong-Nam, K., and Page, L. (2014). Investigating Metacognitive Awareness and 
 Reading Strategy Use of EFL Korean University Students. Reading 
 Psychology. 35(3), 195-220. 
Hosenfeld, C. (1977).  A Preliminary  Investigation of the Reading Strategies of 
 Successful and Non-successful Language Learners. System, 5, 110-123. 
Howitt, DL and Cramer, D (2008) Introduction to statistics in psychology (4th Ed), 
 Harlow: Pearson. 
153 
 
Hui Wang, Y (2015). Metacognition in Reading: EFL Learners Metacognitive 
 Awareness of Reading Strategy Use. International Journal of English 
 Language and Literature Studies. 4(1), 27-36. 
Hwang, B. C. (2008). Applying Schema Theory to the Teaching of Reading. 
 SPECTRUM: NCUE Studies in Language, Literature, T, (2), 169-183. 
Israel, Susan E. (2007). Using Metacognitive Assessments to Create Individualized 
 Reading Instruction. Newark, DL: International Reading Association. 
Jacobs, J. E., and Paris, S. G. (1987). Children’s metacognition about reading: Issues 
 in definition, measurement, and instruction. Educ. Psychol. 22: 255–278 
Janzen, J., & Stoller, F. L. (1998). Integrating Strategic Reading in L2 Instruction. 
 Reading in a Foreign Language. 12(1), 251-268. 
Jordai, H. (2011). Reading Rate and Comprehension. Doctor of Philosophy. Guilan 
 University, Rasht, Iran. 
Johnson, G. M. (2004). Constructivist Remediation: Correction in Context. 
 International  Journal of Special Education. 19(1), 72-88. 
Joseph, L. M., Alber-Morgan, S., Cullen, J., and  Rouse, C. (2015). The Effects of 
 Self-questioning on Reading Comprehension: A Literature Review. Reading 
 and Writing Quarterly, (ahead-of-print), 1-22. 
Jun-Zhang, L. (2000). Research on metacognition and reading in a second language. 
 Review of Educational Research and Advances for Classroom Teachers, 
 19(1),  21-27. 
Karbalaei, A. (2010). A Comparison of the Metacognitive Reading Strategies Used 
 by EFL and ESL Readers. The Reading Matrix, 10(2). 
Karsten, S. C., and Edge, C. (2013). Effects of Implementing Content-area Reading 
 Strategies in a Secondary Mathematics Classroom. 
Kasper, G. (1998). Analysing Verbal Protocols. TESOL Quarterly, 32(2), 358-362. 
Katalin, E. (2000). "Please, keep talking": The `think-aloud' Method in Second 
Language Reading Research. Novelty, 7(3). 
Kelly, M., Moore, D.W., and Tuck, B.F. (2001). Reciprocal Teaching in a Regular 
 Primary Classroom. The Journal of Educational Research, 88(1), 53–61. 
Keys C. W. (2000) Investigating the Thinking Processes of Eight Grade Writers 
 during  the Composition of a Scientific Laboratory Report. Journal of 
 Research in Science Teaching. 37(7), 676-690. 
Khezrlou, S. (2012). The Relationship between Cognitive and Metacognitive 
 Strategies, Age, and Level of Education. Reading, 12(1). 
154 
 
Kirsh, D. (2002). Why Illustrations Aid Understanding.  International Workshop on 
 Dynamic Visualizations and Learning. Tubingen, Germany. 
Kletzien, S. B.(2009). Paraphrasing: An Effective Comprehension Strategy. The 
 Reading Teacher, 63(1), 73–77.  
Kong, A. (2006). Connections between L1 and L2 Readings: Reading Strategies 
 Used by Four Chinese Adult Readers. The Reading Matrix, 6(2).  
Kraayenoord, C. E. (2010). The Role of Metacognition in Reading 
 Comprehension. Brennpunkte der Gedächntisforschung, 277-304. 
Kucan, L. and Beck, I. (1997). Thinking Aloud and Reading Comprehension 
 Research: Inquiry, Instruction, and Social Interaction. Review of Educational 
 Research, 67, 271-99. 
Kusumarasdyati . (2006).Virtue and Vice of Verbal Reports as a Research Method. 
 Paper presented at the AARE Annual Conference Adelaide. 
 http://www.aare.edu.au/data/publications/2006/kus06119.pdf 
Langer, J. A. (1990). The Process of Understanding: Reading for Literary and 
 Informative Purposes. Research in the Teaching of English,  24(3), 229-260. 
Lee, D. M. (1969). What is Reading. The Reading Teacher 22(5), 403-413. 
Leow, R. P.,and Morgan-Short, K.(2004). To Think aloud or not to Think aloud: The 
 Issue of Reactivity in SLA Research Methodology. SSLA. 26, 35-57. DOI: 
 10+10170S0272263104261022 
Lew, M. D., and Schmidt, H. G. (2011). Self-reflection and Academic Performance:  Is 
 There a Relationship?. Advances in Health Sciences Education,16(4), 529-545. 
Li, S., and Munby, H. (1996). Metacognitive Strategies in Second Language Academic 
Reading: A Qualitative Investigation. English for Specific Purposes, 15(3), 
199–216. 
Ling, F. (2000). Techniques for Assessing Comprehension Monitoring. Post-Script,
 1, 11-32. 
Liu, J. (2008). L1 Use in L2 Vocabulary Learning: Facilitator or barrier. 
 International  Education Studies, 1(2), 65. 
Livingston, J. A. (1997). "Metacognition: An Overview." Retrieved March 7, 2010 
 from, http://www.gse/buffalo.edu/fas/shuell/CEP564/Metcog.htm. 
Lv, F.,and Chen, H. (2010). A study of Metacognitive-strategies-based Writing 
 Instruction for Vocational College Students. English Language 
 Teaching, 3(3), 136. 
155 
 
Maarof, N., and Yaacob, R. (2011). Meaning-making in the First and Second 
 Language: Reading Strategies of Malaysian Students. Procedia-Social and 
 Behavioral Sciences. 12, 211-223. 
Magogwe, J. M. (2013). Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies of 
 University of Botswana English as Second Language Students of Different 
 Academic Reading Proficiencies: Original Research. Reading & Writing-
 Journal of the Reading Association of South Africa, 4(1), 1-8. 
Manset-Williamson, G., Dunn, M., Hinshaw, R., and Nelson, J. M. (2008). The 
 Impact of Self-Questioning Strategy Use on the Text-Reader Assisted 
 Comprehension of Students with Reading Disabilities. International Journal 
 of Special Education. 23(1), 123-135. 
Martinez, A. C. L. (2008). Analysis of ESP University Students’ Reading Strategy 
 Awareness. IBERICA, 15, 165―176. 
Martino, N.L. and Hoffman, P.R. (2002).An Investigation of Reading and Language 
 Abilities of College Freshmen. Journal of Research in Reading, 25(3), 310-318. 
Meurer, J. L. (1991). Schemata and Reading Comprehension.  A Journal of English 
 Language, Literatures in English and Cultural Studies, (25/26), 167-184. 
Mokhtari, K. and Reichard, C. (2002). Assessing Students’ Metacognitive 
Awareness    of Reading Strategies. Journal of Educational Psychology, 94, 
249-259. 
Mokhtari, K. and Sheorey, R. (2002). Measuring ESL Students' Awareness of 
 Reading Strategies. Journal of Developmental Education, 25(3), 2-10. 
Mokhtari, K. and Sheorey, R (2001). Differences in the Metacognitive Awareness of 
 Reading Strategies among Native and Non-native Readers. System: An 
 International Journal of Educational Technology and Applied Linguistics, 29, 
 431- 449 
Morrison, L. (2004). Comprehension Monitoring in First and Second Language 
 Reading. The Canadian Modern Language Review, 61(1), 77-106. 
Mostow, J., and Chen, W. (2009). Generating Instruction Automatically for the 
 Reading Strategy of Self-questioning. Retrieved on January 10, 2011, from 
 www.cs.cmu.edu/~weichen/Chen_AIED09.pdf 
Nagao, H. (2002). Using Top-Down Skills to Increase Reading Comprehension. 
 Retrieved on October,2015, from files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED475744.pdf 
National Capital Language Resource Center (2004). The Secondary Education 
 Learning Strategies Resource Guide. Washington, DC: National Capital 
 Language Resource Center. 
156 
 
National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching Children to Read. Retrieved on March, 7, 
2010 from www.nichd.nih.gov/publications/pubs/nrp/documents/report.pdf 
Nazary, M. (2008). The Role of L1 in L2 Acquisition: Attitudes of Iranian University 
Students. Novitas-Royal, 2(2), 138-153. 
Newton, N. (2010). The Use of Semi-structured Interviews in Qualitative Research: 
Strengths and Weaknesses. Retrieved: October, 2015 from www. academia. edu 
Nolan, T. E. (1991). Self-Questioning and Prediction: Combining Metacognitive 
Strategies. Journal of Reading, 35(2), 132–138.  
Norazman Abdul Majid, Masdinah Alauyah Md. Yusof, Tina Abdullah, Sahirah 
Marzuki,  Zanariah Md. Salleh. (2007). Academic Report Writing : from 
Research to Presentation. (2nd ed). Petaling Jaya, Selangor : Prentice Hall 
Norbaiyah. A.K, Subki, R. N., Jamal, F. H. A.,and Ismail, J.(2014). The Importance 
of Teaching Critical Reading Skills in a Malaysian Reading Classroom. The 
2014 WEI International Academic Conference Proceedings. Bali, Indonesia. 
Noushad, P. P. (2008) Cognitions about Cognitions: The Theory of Metacognition. 
Retrieved:April, 30, 2010 from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED502151.pdf 
Oakhill, J., Hartt, J., and Samols, D. (2005). Levels of Comprehension Monitoring 
 and Working Memory in Good and Poor Comprehenders. Reading and 
 writing. 18(7-9), 657-686. 
Ofodu, G.O. and Adedipe, T.H. (2011). Assessing ESL Students’ Awareness and 
Application of Metacognitive Strategies in Comprehending Academic 
Materials. Journal of Emerging Trends in Educational Research and Policy 
Studies (JETERAPS), 2(5), 343-346  
Olshavsky, J. E. (1976-1977). Reading as Problem Solving: An Investigation of 
 Strategies. Reading Research Quarterly, 12(4). 
O'Malley, J. M. and A. U. Chamot (1990). Learning Strategies in Second Language 
 Acquisition. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 
O’Malley, J. M., Chamot, A. U., Stewner-Manzanares, G., Kupper, L., and Russo,R. 
 P. (1985). Learning Strategies Used by Beginning and Intermediate ESL 
 Students. Language Learning, 35, 21-46. 
Osman. M.E. and Hannafin, H.J. (1992). Metacognition Research and Theory: 
 Analysis and Implications for Instructional Design. Educational Technology 
 Research and  Development. 40(2). 83-99. 
Otero, J. (1996). Components of Comprehension Monitoring in the Acquisition of 
 Knowledge from Science Texts.  Knowledge Acquisition, Organization, and 
 Use in Biology. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 
157 
 
Othman, Y., and Jaidi, N. H. (2012). The Employment of Metacognitive Strategies to 
 Comprehend Texts among Pre-university Students in Brunei Darussalam. 
 American International Journal of Contemporary Research. 2(8), 134-141. 
Palincsar, A., and Brown, A. (1984). Reciprocal Teaching of Comprehension 
Fostering and Comprehension-monitoring Activities. Cognition and 
Instruction, 1(2), 117-175. 
Pang, J. (2008). Research on Good and Poor Reader Characteristics: Implications for 
L2 Reading Research in China. Reading in a Foreign Language, 20(1), 1-18.  
Papaleontiou-Louca, E. (2008). Metacognition and Theory of Mind. Newcastle, UK : 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 
Pardede, P. (2006). A Review on Reading Theories and its Implication to the 
Teaching of Reading.Universitas Kristen Indonesia. Retrieved: September, 
2015 http://parlindunganpardede.wordpress.com/articles/languageteaching. 
Paris, S.G., and Winograd, P.N. (1990). How Metacognition can Promote Academic 
 Learning and Instruction. In,  Jones, B.F. and Idol, L. (Eds.) Dimensions of 
Thinking and Cognitive Instruction (15–51). Hillsdale: Erlbaum. 
Parry, K. (1991). Building a Vocabulary through Academic Reading. TESOL 
 Quarterly, 25, 629-653. 
Payne, J. W. (1994). Thinking aloud: Insights into Information Processing. 
 Psychological  Science, 5,(241), 245-248. 
Phifer, S. J., and Glover, J. A. (1982). Don’t Take Students’ Word for What They Do 
 while Reading. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society. 19(4), 194-196. 
Poole, A. (2011). The Metacognitive Strategic Knowledge of Seven Successful 
 Chinese L1 Readers at a North American University: A Qualitative 
 Study.Reading.Retrieved on October, 2015 from 
 sisaljournal.org/archives/dec12/poole 
Powley, W. (1995). Technical and Scientific Illustrations: From Pen to Computer. 
 Annual Conference-society for Technical Communication. 42, 349-352.  
Pressley, M., and Hilden, K. (2002). How can Children be Taught to Comprehend 
 Text Better. Successful reading instruction: Research in educational 
 productivity, 33-51. 
Pressley, M. and Afflerbach, P. (1995). Verbal Protocols of Reading: The Nature of 
 Constructively Responsive Reading. Hillsdale, New Jersey, Lawrence 
 Erlbaum Associates. 
Qu, S. Q., and Dumay, J. (2011). The Qualitative Research Interview. Qualitative 
 Research in Accounting and Management. 8(3), 238-264. 
158 
 
Rahmani, M., and Sadeghi, K. (2011). Effects of Note-taking Training on Reading 
 Comprehension and Recall. Reading, 11(2), 116-128. 
Radzi, A. H. M., and Aziz, N. H. A. (2014). Exploring Content Schemata Influence 
 on L2 Learners’ Comprehension of Zuraidah Omar's, Twelve and not 
 Stupid. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 155, 215-222. 
Richek, M.A., Caldwell, J.S., Jennings, J.H., and Lerner, J.W. (2002). Reading 
 Problems: Assessment and Teaching Strategies (4th ed.). Boston, 
 Massachusetts: Allyn and Bacon. 
Rocha, N. F. F. (2011). Translation as a Teaching Tool to Bridge L1 and L2 for 
 Adult Learners at Elementary Levels. DOI: 10.5007/2175-7968.2011 
 v1n27p179.Cadernos de Tradução, 1(27), 179-202. 
Rosenblatt, L. M. (1994). The Transactional Theory of Reading and Writing. In 
Ruddell, R.B., Ruddell, M.R. and Singer, H. (Eds.) Theoretical Models and 
Processes of Reading Newark, International Reading Association. 
Ruddell, M. R. (1997). Teaching Content Reading and Writing. Boston, MA: Allyn 
 & Bacon. 
Ruddell, R. B. and Unrau, N.J. (1994). Reading as a Meaning-Construction Process: 
The Reader, the Text and the Teacher. In. Ruddell, R. B., Ruddell, M. R. and 
Singer, H. (Eds.) Theoretical Models and Processes of Reading (996-1056). 
Newark: International Reading Association. 
Rumelhart, D. E. (1977). Toward an Interactive Model of Reading. In Dornic, S 
(Ed.),  Attention and Performance Ⅵ. Hillsdale, NJ: Laurence Erlbaum 
Associates. 
Rumelhart, D. E. and McClelland, J. L. (1981). An Interactive Activation Model of 
Context Effects in Letter Perception: Part 2. The Contextual Enhancement 
Effect and some Tests and Extensions of the Model. Psychological Review. 
Ryder, R. J. and Graves, M.F. (2003). Reading and Learning in Content Areas. USA, 
 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
Salahshuri, S. (2011). The Role of Background Knowledge in Foreign Language 
 Listening Comprehension. Theory and Practice in Language Studies. 1(10), 
 1446-1451. 
Santos, J. R. A. (1999). Cronbach’s Alpha: A Tool for Assessing the Reliability of 
 Scales. Journal of Extension. 37(2), 1-5. 
Santoso, H. B., Boyles, R.E., Lawanto, O., and Goodridge, W.H.( 2011). A 
 Preliminary Study of Conducting Semi-Structured Interview as 
159 
 
 Metacognitive Assessment in Engineering Design: Issues and Challenges. 
 American Society for Engineering Education. www.asee.org/ 
Santoro, L. E., Chard, D. J., Howard, L., and Baker, S. K. (2008). Making the very 
 most of Classroom Read-alouds to Promote Comprehension and 
 Vocabulary. The Reading Teacher, 396-408. 
Schellings, G., C. Aarnoutse, C. and van Leeuwe, Jan. (2006). Third-grader's Think-
aloud Protocols: Types of Reading Activities in Reading an Expository Text. 
Learning and Instruction, 16. 
Schramm, K. (2008). Reading and Good Language Learners. In C. Griffiths (Ed.) 
 Lessons From Good Language Learners (pp. 231-243). Cambridge, UK: 
 Cambridge University Press. 
Schraw, G. and Dennison, R.S. (1994). Assessing Metacognitive Awareness.
 Contemporary Educational Psychology 19, 460-475. 
Schraw, G., and Moshman, D. (1995). Metacognitive Theories.  Educational 
 Psychology Review. 7(4), 351-371. 
Seliger, H. W. (1972). Improving Reading Speed and Comprehension in English as a 
 Second Language. ELT Journal, 27(1), 48-55. 
Sheorey, R. and Mokhtari, K. (2001). Coping with Academic Materials: Differences 
in the Reading Strategies of Native and Non-native Readers. System 29, 431-
449.  
Sheridan, E. M. (1981). Theories of Reading and Implications for Teachers. Reading 
Horizons, 22(1), 11. 
Shermis, S. (1999). Reflective Thought, Critical Thinking (Digest No.143). 
Retrieved on April, 30, 2010 from ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading, English 
and Communication. 
Shikano, M.(2013). A Quantitative Survey on Metacognitive Awareness of Reading 
Strategy Use in English by Japanese University Students. International 
Education Center Journal. 14, 11-24. 
Singhal, M. (2001). Reading Proficiency, Reading Strategies, Metacognitive 
Awareness and L2 Readers. The Reading Matrix, 1(1). 
Singhal, M. (1998). A Comparison of L1 and L2 Reading: Cultural Differences and 
Schema. Retrieved on April, 30, 2010 from 
http://iteslj.org/Articles/SinghalReadingL1L2. html.  
Smith, H. K. (1967). "The Responses of Good and Poor Readers When Asked to 
 Read for Different Purposes." Reading Research Quarterly, 3(1). 
160 
 
Smith, R. J. and Dauer, V. L. (1984). A Comprehension-monitoring Strategy for 
 Reading Content Area Materials. Journal of Reading, 28(2). 
Spiro, R. J. (1980). Constructive Processes in Prose Comprehension and Recall. In  
 Spiro, R.J., Bruce, B. C.  and Brewer, W. F. (Eds.) Theoretical issues in 
 reading comprehension (245-278). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
 Associates. 
Standiford, S. N. (1984). Metacomprehension. ERIC Digest. Urbana, Illinois, ERIC 
 Clearinghouse on Reading and Communication Skills. 
Stott, N. (2001). Helping ESL Students Become Better Readers: Schema Theory 
 Applications and Limitations. The Internet TESL Journal, 7(11), 1-7. 
Sugirin (1999). Exploring the Comprehension Strategies of EFL Readers: A Multi-
 Method Study. Paper presented at International Workshop on Written 
 Language Processing. University of New South Wales, Sydney Australia. 
Suwanto, (2014). The Effectiveness of the Paraphrasing Strategy on Reading 
 Comprehension in Yogyakarta City. Journal of Literature, Languages and 
 Linguistics. An Open Access International Journal. 4. 
Spyridakis, J. H., and Wenger, M. J. (1991). An Empirical Method of Assessing 
 Topic Familiarity in Reading Comprehension Research. British Educational 
 Research Journal, 17(4), 353-360. 
Taboada, A., and Guthrie, T. (2006). Contributions of Student Questioning and Prior 
 Knowledge to Construction of Knowledge from Reading Information Text. 
 Journal of Literacy Research, 38(1), 1–35. 
Tashakkori, A. and Teddlie, C. (2003). Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social and 
 Behavioral Research. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications. 
Tengku Nor Rizan Tengku Mohd Maasum and Noreiny Maarof. (2012). 
 Empowering ESL Readers with Metacognitive Reading Strategies. Procedia - 
 Social and Behavioral Sciences. 69, 1250-1258. 
Teo, T., and Chwee, B.L. (2012). Assessing the Factorial Validity of the 
 Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI) in an Asian Country: A 
 Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The International Journal of Educational and 
 Psychological  Assessment. 10(2). 
Therrien, W.J. (2004). Fluency and Comprehension Gains as a Result of Repeated 
 Reading: A Meta Analysis. Remedial and Special Education, 25(4), 252-261. 
Thiede, K. W., Anderson, M. and Therriault, D. (2003). Accuracy of 
 Metacognitive Monitoring Affects Learning of Texts. Journal of Educational 
 Psychology,  95, 66-73. 
161 
 
Thorndike, E. L. (1917). Reading as Reasoning: A Study of Mistakes in Paragraph 
 Reading. Journal of Educational Psychology. 
Turner III, D. W. (2010). Qualitative Interview Design: A Practical Guide for Novice 
 Investigators. The Qualitative Report. 15(3), 754-760. 
Ulusoy, M., and Dedeoglu, H. (2011). Content Area Reading and Writing: Practices 
 and Beliefs. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 36(4), 1. 
Van Rooyen, W. J. (1997). Metacognitive Strategies and Academic Performance 
 among  Children with Learning Problems. Doctor of Philosophy, University 
of  Zululand. 
Wade, S. E.. (1990). Using Think Alouds to Assess Comprehension. The Reading 
 Teacher, 43(7), 442–451.  
Wade, S. E., Buxton, W. M. and Kelly, M. (1999). Using Think-Alouds to Examine  
Reader-Text Interest. Reading Research Quarterly, 34(2).  
Wagoner, S. A. (1983). Comprehension Monitoring: What It Is and What We Know 
 about It. Reading Research Quarterly, 18(3). 
Walker, B. J. (1989). The Interactive Model of Reading: Deciding How Disability 
 Occurs. Retrieved on October, 2015 from 
 files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED315726.pdf 
Wenden, A. L. (1998) Metacognitive Knowledge and Language Learning. Applied 
 Linguistics, 19(4), 515-537. 
 Wijayanti, D.N. (2013). Constructivism Theory of Language Teaching and 
 Learning.  Retrieved on October, 2015 from 
 https://mydreamarea.wordpress.com/.../constructivism-theory-of-language 
Wilhelm, J. D. (2003) Navigating Meaning: Using Think-alouds to Help Readers 
 Monitor Comprehension. Authors and Issues Online Conference.  
Winn, W. and D. Snyder (1996). Cognitive Perspectives in Psychology. In 
D.H.Jonassen (ed). Handbook of Research for Educational Communications 
and Technology. New York: Simon & Schuster Macmillan. 
Woods, M. (2011). Interviewing for Research and Analysing Qualitative Data: An 
Overview. Massey University. New Zealand. 
Yang, Y.-F. (2002). Reassessing Readers' Comprehension Monitoring. Reading in a 
 Foreign Language, 14(1). 
Yoo, Monica. (2010). Students' Perceived and Actual Use of Strategies for Reading 
 and Writing. UC Berkeley: Education. Retrieved  on October, 2015 from: 
 http://escholarship.org/uc/item/6gx4329 
162 
 
Young, K. A. (2005). Direct from the Source: the Value of Think-aloud Data in 
 Understanding Learning. The Journal of Educational Enquiry, 6(1). 
Young, A., and Fry, J. (2012). Metacognitive Awareness and Academic 
 Achievement in College Students. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching 
 and Learning, 8(2), 1-10. 
Yüksel, İ.,and Yüksel, İ. (2012). Metacognitive Awareness of Academic Reading 
 Strategies. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences. 31, 894-898. 
Yoshida, M. (2008). The Think- Aloud Protocols and Type of Reading Task: The 
 Issue of Reactivity in L2 Reading Research. Second Language Research 
 Forum, Somerville, MA:, Cascadilla Proceedings Project. 
Zabrucky, K. and Ratner, H. H.  (1992). Effects of Passage Type on Comprehension 
 Monitoring and Recall in Good and Poor Readers. Journal of Reading 
 Behavior, 24(3), 373 - 391. 
Zainal, Zaidah (2003) Critical Review of Reading Model and Theories in First and 
 Second Language. Jurnal Kemanusiaan, 2, 104-124.  
Zhang, L. J. (2000). Metacognition in L2 Reading Literacy Acquisition: The Case of 
ten Chinese Tertiary Students Learning to Read EFL.  In Brown, A. (ed.) 
English in Southeast Asia 99. Singapore: National Institute of Education. 
Zhang, L. J. (2001). Awareness in Reading: EFL Students' Metacognitive 
Knowledge of   Reading Strategies in an Acquisition-poor 
Environment. Language Awareness, 10(4), 268-288.   
Zhang, L.,and Wu, A. (2009). A Chinese Senior High School EFL Students’ 
Metacognitive Awareness and Reading-strategy Use. Reading in a Foreign 
Language, 21(1), 37-59. 
Zhaohua, S. (2004). Effects of Previewing and Providing Background Knowledge on 
EFL Reading Comprehension of American Documentary Narratives. TESL 
Reporter, 37(2), 50-63. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
